
October 9. 2003 

Ms Marlene H Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 Twelfth Street, S W 
Washington. D C 20554 

Re WT Docket No 02-86 

Robert k C p i c h  Lucem Technologies Inc 

67 Whippany Road 
Whppany. NJ 07981-0901 

Telephone 973 386 7393 
Fanimile 973 386 2828 
gedich@lucmt corn 

Corporate Counsel Room 38-210 

I RECEIVED &INSPECTED 7 
i 1 O C T  2 0 2003 

I FCC-MAILROOM I I 

Dear Ms Dortch 

This I S  to inform you that Lucent Technologies Inc tiled expurfe Further Comments on 
October 9, 2003 with respect to the above-referenced proceeding 

The exparre Further Comments were filed electrorucally in the above-referenced docket 
In  addition, I am sending one copy of this notice and the Further Comments to the FCC 
staff listed below Please contact me directly with any additional questions 

Respectfully submitted, 

Attachment 

Copies to 
W Kunze 
J Jackson 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1, Lorie M Buonocore. do hereby certify that the foregoing Ex Parte Notice and 
Further Comments were transmitted on this 9* day of October, 2003, to 

William Kunze. Chief 
Commercial Wireless Division 
Wireless Telecommumcations Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12"' Street. sw 
Washington, D C 20554 

Jay Jackson 
Commercial Wireless Division 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, sw 
Washington, D C 20554 

Michele C Farquhar, Partner 
Hogan & Hartson L L P 
Columbia Square 
555 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Washington, D C 20004-1 109 



Before the 
Federal Coiiiinunications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 
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Docket No 02-86 

Pctiiion lor Evtciisioii 01' Waiber 

To Thc Commission 

RECEIVED &-INSPECT? 
! 
i UC1 2 0 2003 

FCC - MAILAOOM 1 -- 

EX PARIE FURTHER COMMENTS OF LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES INC 

Lucent Technologes Inc. ("Lucent") licrcin comments upon the Reply Comments or 
AirCell, liic WT Docket No 02-86, tiled June 9, 2003 

V-COMM, LLC, a telecoii i i i i t i i i icatioiis engirieering constiltant, was engaged by AT&T 
Wireless, Cingtilar, and Veriion Wireless to assess the interference polential ol' AirCcll 
operations As thcsc ~es t s  entailed the use of Luccnt equipment, Lucent provided 
consultation to V-COMM and, i n  its Comments, Lucent commented on the V-COMM 
results ' AirCell, in  its Reply Comincnts, dispiiles the results ofV-COMM 

AiiCeII has asscrtcd incorrectly that V-COMM did not follow Lucent documenlalion in 
processing PLM data (PLM is a cell site fealtire that logs received power over time), and 
(ha t  Lucent's observation of ii degraded blocked call ratc was not meaningful. 

Spccitically, AirCell  claiins tliar V-COMM did not follow the rules related to the PLM 
tool and thereby suggests thal Lucent's audit of this process was less Lhan thorough.' 
AirCell's claim and suggcstion are wrong V-COMM did, i n  fact, consul1 with Lucent 
reyrding tlic rnelhod of proccssiiig P L M  data AirCell argues (hat some readings al the 
lower ciid of the imeasurrinenl range should be discarded, evidently basing this objection 
upon a statement within an old AT&T Corp manual that points out the lowest valucs 
ohlained rcprcscnt noise rather than interference As V-COMM's purpose was Lo obtain 
d baseline or  total impairinenl (I  e ,  t l i c m a l  noise plus other sources of cochannel 
iiilerferciicc). the relent1011 of lhese values was appropriate The statement from the 
AT&T i i iai iual is taken out ofcoiitcxl, and does not apply to V-COMM's intended use of 
t l lC  data 

~ __  .. - ._ 

' \ '-C0MM, l l l c  , t 1 1 ~ i i l c c 1 1 1 1 ~  Rcpwt of ihe ,411Ccll Conipatihil~ty I'est, Aprll I O ,  2003 
' L.uccrlt r on lmen i~ .  April IO, x i 0 3  
' A i iCc l l  Keply C'onimriits d t  33, 36 
' 411(:cll Kcply Coiniiienh a l  3 X  The i nm id l  lo which AirCell r c h s  w a s  produced by the AT&T bus inc~s  
LII~II t l i a l  drvcl iJpcd aiid sold WI~ILM ~ i ~ f r a s l i i ~ ~ l u i e  prior to the 1996 split ol'AT&.l 11110 lhrcc separate 
ronipanici 111 I9YO. 11ii\ A T k T  iiiiil hecanie pari of L u c e n t  Technologies Inc 



Further. AirCell's statement regarding the observed degradation in blocked call rate 
reflecls a misunderstanding of the analysis' As stated i n  its Comments, Lucenl 
cxiiinined iiitcrfcrcncc cffccrs that met a certain level of stalistical significance based 
solely on the sample s i ic  '' A statistically significant difference in blocked call rate 
(BCR) w a s  obscrvcd in the TDMA data in the sense that the BCR observed i n  the 
presence or  interrerence ralls outside the probable range of BCR values that can occur in 
thc absence 01' inlerference This stalistically significant difference occurred Tor 
interference i n  the - 1  I7  lo Similar statements cannot bc made about 
the observed difference In  TDMA BCR for lower interference levels, sitice these 
diifcrenccs rall \v i th in  thc range oTiiomial statistical variability 

Lucent's Comments i l l50 included an Appendix, "Impact ol' External Tntcrfcrence on 
CDMA " This appcndix provided graphs that could be used to assess the capacity and 
co\'cragc impact of AMPS iiirerferers on a CDMA nctwork. AirCell incorrectly 
inleiprets ;t iid inappropriately iiiodities these results I n  summary, AirCell argues that 
Liiccnt overstates the coverage impact of a i i a~~owbai id  interferer because Lucent does 
io1 consider that  the iiitcrfcrcr's power would be spread over the baiidwidth o f  the 
CDMA ciirrier ' AirCell wrongly concludes that the actual impact in this scenario would 
he I 6  1 d B  inoi'c benign than that shown i n  the figure' AirCell is similarly mistaken in 
concludins that the capacily impact described by Lucenl is overstatcd.' In fact, the 
y a p h s  i n  question alrcady include the el'rect of spreading the narrowband interference 
power over Ihe CDMA baiidwidtli AirCell's suggestcd adjustment essentially applies a 
spreading gain t wice, a s o pposed t o  o ncc By applying spreading gain twice, AirCell 
significantly undcrestimates the iiiipacl of narrowband interferers Thls mcthod of 
analysis is incoi-rect and could iiot be supported by valid nieasurements. Thereforc, ally 
assertion that ficld data supports t h i s  approach should bc closely evaluated 

Finally, AirCell appears to place some nicaning on the fact that the authors of the study 
Lucent included i n  its Comments were not listed, stalins that "thc unknown author of this 
testimonial seems to iiiisiindcrstaiid the concepts of CDMA spreading and dcspreading 

I14 dBin raiigc 
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r l ic  comcct analysis of narrowband intcrfcrence has been key to Lucent's widespread 
sticcessful dcployinent ol' cellular CDMA systcms, which typically operate in close 
spectral anti spalial proxim~ty to AMPS systems. The Appendix on interference was 
authored by Dr Shen-De Liii and Mr Mark Ncwbury, who have played a key role in the 
design and implementat~oii of I ticent wirclcss spread spectrum systems for over a 
decade Dr Lin is a Consulring Meinbcr of Technical Staff (CMTS), with specialty in  
the analysis or nitittial iiilerrerence bctweeii wireless syslenis. Mr. Newbury IS a Senior 

' AiiC'cll Kcply Cotiimrnis ill 03> ~ n d  Art3cJiiiietit. "AirCell Engiiiccliiig ReLiew of V-Comm Reports," a t  
$3 2 
I' Luicn t  ( ' i i i i in i rnts.  ili 12  

'I  Id  JI 3 2 - 5  

AiiC'cll Reply Coninicnh of, a t  63 
Id dl 3 2-4 

Id 81 j 2.6 , I /  
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Managcr in Radio Technology Applicalions, and a Fellow 01' Bell Laboratories 
\hould be glad to provide any further clarification that the Commission would find useful 

Either 

Respect fu I ly submitted, 

Lucent Tcchnologies l i i c  

By Robert A Geilich 
Corporate Counsel 
67 Whippany Road 
Whippany, New Jersey 07981 
(973) 386-7393 

Octobcr 9, 2003 

3 


